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Anglo-Irish Agreement still intact... 





ALMOST EVERY DAY in the north brings to the 
surface the sewage of British imperial policy in 
Ireland. First a hymn of praise from Thatcher, 
King and the odious British media for the murder 
of three unarmed IRA volunteers by the SAS “he- 
roes of Gibraltar’. 


Then the barely disguised ghoulish delight in the 
RUC/UDA inspired assassination of three mourn- 
ers at the volunteers’ funeral. Finally the legiti- 
mate killing by republicans of two armed under- 
cover agents at the funeral of these victims pro- 
vided the occasion for an even greater display of 
revolting hypocrisy, about the sacredness of life, 


from these vermin. 


But let no-one have any illu- 
sions that it is merely a matter 
of British hypocrisy and 
double standards, as the 
Catholic church in Ireland 
would have us believe. Behind 
these events lies a carefully 
thought-out plan, ruthlessly 
and cruelly executed, whose 
goal is nothing less than the 
merciless defeat of the IRA 
and the crushing of the anti- 
unionist revolt against the 
prison house of the northern 
state. As part of that plan the 
Anglo-Irish Agreement (AIA) 
signals the most determined 
step so far of the British and 
Irish capitalist classes to per- 
fect the machinery of repres- 
sion north and south to crush 
that revolt. Their aim is to re- 
store stability in Ireland for the 
interests of foreign and native 
capital. 


Events in the last two 
months - the contemptuous 
dismissal of the Stalker report, 
the Birmingham Six appeal, 
the freeing of aconvicted mur- 
derer of the British army and 
his return to duty, the murder 
of Aidan McAnespie, Gibral- 
tar, etc., shows that the 
Thatcher Government has 
every intention of brazening 
down the _ chicken-hearted 
criticism of churchmen and 
liberals about her policies. 


She and her cronies in the 
British establishment know 
that they are waging a war in 
the north and that the stakes are 
high. They know too that they 
can rely on the tried and tested 
instincts of the gung-ho yellow 
press to cover up every twist, 
turn, barefaced lie and incon- 


a 


sistency of British policy. And 
what of Haughey, Fianna Fail 
and the rest of the Irish Clerical 
establishment. 


Thatcher’s answer to them 
has been equally contemptu- 
ous. Secure in the knowledge 
that, however exposed and 
embarrassed they have been 
by recent events, whatever 
cries of indignation they may 
emit about “everyone abiding 
by the law”, about the “need 
for concessions to the minority 
in the north” etc., they will not 
risk a rupture with Britain and 
the Anglo-Irish Agreement 
around these issues. British 
and Irish policy has become 
more than ever a case of: “if we 
don’t work together, we hang 
together.” Haughey knows 
that any breaking of the line 
will mean an enormous boost 
for the republican movement 
and a serious set-back for 
bourgeois nationalism. 


But Thatcher is equally alert 
to the fact that Haughey & Co. 
need to survive the waves of 
anger and outrage sweeping 
across Ireland in the wake of 
recent events. She is fully pre- 
pared for the verbal tom-toms 
of Fianna Fail republican 
rhetoric that have been sound- 
ing out from high and low in 
the party threatening all kinds 
of dire deeds. A massively or- 
chestrated effort from the Irish 
clergy has also sought to buy 
time for the Irish bourgeoisie 
to safely ride out the protests 
and demands for some kind of 
action in response to Thatcher. 
And, as so often before, they 
have been allowed to get away 
with it. 


THE CUL DESAC OF 
REPUBLICANISM 


Nothing, surely, can have 
served to underline more the 
political impotence of the re- 
publican movement than the 
events of the last six weeks. 
For, despite the real nature of 
Haughey’s collaboration with 
Thatcher becoming. clear to 
hundreds of thousands of Irish 
workers, the Anglo-Irish 
Agreement remains securely 
in place. Haughey’s major 
contribution to it - the Extradi- 
tion Act - is still safely on the 
statute books, awaiting imple- 
mentation when things cool 
down. 


A whole series of golden 
opportunities to build a genu- 
ine mass campaign from the 
growing anger of thousands 
has been criminally squan- 
dered. And why? Because 
Sinn Féin, as a nationalist 
movement, implacably and 
blindly, refuses to recognize 
what is at stake in Ireland. It is 
not just about one nation op- 
pressing another, but about 
preserving the interests of the 


ruling classes in both islands. 
Such a position, if recognized, 
would mean taking advantage 
of the fact that Haughey has s1- 
multaneously launched a ma- 
jor offensive against the living 
standards of the Irish working 
class in the interests of Irish 
and international capitalism 


At the very centre of such a 
campaign, therefore, must be 
the fight to mobilise Irish 
workers into action, including 
Strike action, as the key to 
striking areal blow at the class 
enemies in Britain and in Ire- 
land. Sinn Féin will have none 
of it. Wedded to the stages 
view - that the national ques- 
tion must be solved first - it is 
left incapable of clearly recog- 
nizing the real nature of Fianna 
Fail as the major party of Irish 
capitalism, the party of the en- 
emy! For that reason, it is un- 
able to appeal to Irish workers 
on any other basis than nation- 
alism. It can offer nothing in 
practice to break them from 
Fianna Fail, especially when, 
as we saw in the H Block and 
extradition struggles, the Fi- 
anna Fail party machine under 


posture of verbal republican- 
ism. 


The impotence of the pres- 
ent Anti-Extradition Cam- 
paign flows directly from the 
delusion that grass-roots Fi- 
anna F4il opinion will bring 
“the Vichy Government” of 
Haughey and his cabinet to 
heel. It underlines the real 
class limits of Irish republican- 
ism, As the presence in Gibral- 
tar of its volunteers “on active 
service” reveals, republican- 
ism remains fixated on guer- 
rilla military action at the ex- 
pense of mass working class 
action. 


¢ Workers, socialists and re- 

publicans must come together 

in an action-front to build a 

mass Campaign in every town 

and city, with industrial action 

atits heart 

¢ Repeal the Extradition Acts! 

¢ No more security collabora- 
tion across the Border! 

¢ End all repressive legislation 
and special courts North and 
South 

« Release the Birmingham Six 
and the Guildford Four now! 
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THE LABOUR YOUTH CONFERENCE held on March 
25/6 was an important one for all sections of the 26-County 
Party. This conference saw the election of a new leadership 
in the four national officer positions from which Militant, 
who have led LY since 1981, were by an alliance claiming to 
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New 


CLINICS SETBACK - 
No more faith in the courts! 


NEARLY 15 MONTHS after Judge Hamilton injuncted two 
Dublin clinics from counseling on abortion, the Supreme 
Court has confirmed that odious anti-democratic decision. 
It was no surprise. The same court had previously ruled 
against de-criminalizing adult homosexual acts, by appeal- 
ing to the christian ethos of southern Irish society! 


Now the defendants are contemplating recourse to the Euro- 
pean Court, a well-worn track which can add yet another three, 
four, five years to the whole process. It is possible that Europe 
might indeed rule that information about abortion in Britain can- 
not be banned in Ireland. But to have waited half a decade for 
such crumbs and built no real political fight would be criminal 
for the Irish left. 


Yet that dereliction is precisely what we have been witness- 
ing in the Clinics Defence Campaign, so-called, and in the empty 
rhetoric of Trade Union women’s conferences, Labour and 
Workers’ Parties and the abstract —but defeatist— propaganda 
of the Militant, PD and SWM. 


There has been no mobilized political fight, around the clinics 
issues, against the legal enslavement of women in Ireland to 
their fertility, as this paper has regularly argued. This was 
despite the clear evidence of widespread anger at the announce- 
ment of the Hamilton judgement. That anger continues, and the 
potential for struggle is still there but has not been organised 
politically. 


It is reflected in the opposition to the Hamilton judgement by 
the 1988 Trade Union Women’s Conference—despite its being 
a bureaucratized organization that refuses to mobilize women. 
It is evident too in the decision of the Labour Youth conference 
on March 26th for the first time ever to call for “the right to 
choose” and for abortion facilities in Ireland. (The IWG has been 
openly propagandizing for abortion rights—abortion on de- 
mand—-since it was formed in 1977—the only group on the Irish 
left to do so at the time.) 


But the labour and trade union leaderships have bent under the 
enormous pressure of the social power of catholicism in Ireland, 
and the centrist left has simply accepted that therefore nothing 
can be won at present. Therefore they refuse to actively raise in 
struggle elementary demands suchas repeal of the 1861 Actand 
the 8th Amendment which criminalize abortion ang outlaw 
abortion information. Revolutionary socialists, on the other 
hand, recognize that the active fight to separate church and state, 
especially in relation to women’s liberation, can never be 
deferred. It is a central question if any real fight is to be waged 
against the Irish bourgeoisie. The confessional nature of the two 
states in Ireland is one of the key features of bourgeois rule and 
imperialist division. It must at all times be challenged directly 
and concretely. 


Irish women, including at least 50,000 who have been forced 
to go to Britain for abortions, can be mobilised around a 
working-class action programme against their oppression on all 
fronts. It will not be easy, but the fight must begin—without 
further delay! 





Last month, the Militant 
newspaper described the 
firefighters’ strike as a 
“Magnificent Victory”. The 
IWG, onthe contrary, wrote 
in the March edition of Class 
Struggle that the firefight- 
ers, despite their courage 
and determination, were 
sold out. That defeat was a 
setback for the whole 


struggle against cuts. | 
mae gency service. They held back 


support action as long as pos- 
sible from other sections in 
the fire service nationally and 
other groups of public service 
workers. Thus the union lead- 
ers saw to it that the Dublin 
firefighters were left to fight a 
lone battle. In the final week 
they let it be known that they 
thought the strike a mistake. 
Finally, Attley secretly 
cobbled together the deal with 
Minister for Labour Ahearne 
in order to head off the danger 
of an all-out ICTU picket. 


The settlement accepted by 
the firefighters actually sacri- 
ficed the key issue, the 24 re- 
dundancies, with the reduc- 
tion of staffing levels to 600. 
The other concessions were 
only cosmetic. 


For this defeat we 
squarely laid the blame with 
the official union leaders. 
Most crucially they gave 
lengthy notice to the govern- 
ment in advance of the strike 
to organise a complete alter- 
native army scab fire service, 
and refused to protest at its 
use. Far from opposing the 
cuts by Dublin Corporation, 
the union leaders publicly ac- 
cepted the need for them and 


Muurrant’s ANALYSIS 


Militant, in contrast, claim 
that while the firefighters lost 


pleaded a “special case” for 


“in theory” in their defiance 





the firefighters as an emer- of the National Plan, in reality 


offer ‘“‘a new direction”. 


This “broad left” group 
stood on acommon manifesto 
which talked of improving 


| structures, pluralism, getting 


involved, better communica- 


| tions etc. It was completely 


devoid of struggle. It was a 


| common list which embraced 


left-wingers alongside open 


| witch-hunters. Their politics 


in the main follow the so- 
called ‘Labour Left’ nation- 
ally in the Party. The same 
‘left’ did not hesitate to block 
with the Right wing of the 


| party to bureaucratically curb 


Militant. 


Not only did Militant lose 
the officerships, their major- 
ity on the National Youth 


- Committee and a seat on the 


party’s ruling Administrative 
Council, they also saw many 
of their cherished policies 
overturned. Unfortunately, 


| the new policies (with the 


exception of motion 3 which 
“calls on the Labour Party to 


| support the right of every 


woman to control her own 


fertility and to campaign for 


Trish abortion facilities’ ) are 
no better and offer no lead to 
Irish youth confronted by the 
dole, the boat or sweat-shop 
work for a pittance. 


Among the Militant posi- 
tions overturned was their 


| support for anew independent 
| Labour Party in the 6-counties 


based on the trade unions The 
new position, however does 
not challenge Labour’s frater- 


nal links with the bourgeois 


nationalist SDLP. Only one 


| delegate spoke out against 


Militant’s equating ofthe IRA 
and loyalist paramilitaries. 
However, no one argued a 
coherent socialist anti-impe- 


rialist position. Nevertheless, 


all factions of the conference 
backed a strong attack on Brit- 


ish imperialist repression, the 


PTA and recent killings by 


| British forces. 


In hailing Gorbachev's 
“reforms” these lefts, who 


Firefighters- 


Victory or 
Defeat? 





they broke that agreement” 
because “they gained for the 
first time ever arecommended 
minimum manning level’. 
This concession is of little 
significance since it goes hand 
in hand with the intended job 
losses and is subject to annual 
review! 


Militant wrongly see the 
union leaders as failing only 
to estimate correctly the mood 
of the workers: “All those 
‘New Realists’ who justified 
the sellout of the health work- 
ers on the basis that workers 
would not fight, have been 
shown up. 

The IWG believe that this 
misses the point completely. 
The union leadership are not 
guilty because they have mis- 


claim to oppose bureaucracy, 
voted down a Militant motion 
arguing a programme for 
workers’ democracy in the 


USSR. The youth delegates of 
the MSF trade union weighed 
in tO Oppose any criticism of 


the ICTU leadership and to 
reject action by workers 
against Haughey’s Pro- 
gramme for National Recov- 


ery. 


LABOUR YOUTH 
DEMOCRACY 


The ‘new direction’ group 


opposed the attempt to discuss 


the status of the four sus- 


pended youth sections. Their 


bureaucratic attempt to purge 
Militant in this way is 
anything but a new direction 
in the southern Labour Party! 


They accepted the imposed 
shortening of the conference 
by one day and argued that 
social and educational activi- 
ties of Labour Youth should 
require prior approval by the 


Party’s A.C, 


MILITANT’S 
“OPPOSITION” 


While Militant argued in 
vain to allow members of the 
suspended branches to argue 
their case, and to have a debate 
on these suspensions, the 
branches in question had not 
elected delegates and Militant 
could not therefore demand 
their recognition. There was 
thus no physical challenge to 
the hijacking of the confer- 
ence organisation by the Party 
leadership. The Conference 
was not confronted directly 
with having to exclude the 
undemocratically banned 
delegates. Militant did not 
even argue for an open demo- 
cratic inquiry by elected dele- 
gates into the allegations be- 
hind the suspensions. 


Militant claimed that they 
did not want to get embroiled 
in an “organizational” battle. 


judged the mood of the work- 


ers, but because they have, af- 
ter making a realistic assess- 
ment of the mood of the work- 
ers, actively connived to fore- 
stall any real workers’ action, 
which they view with trepida- 
tion and hostility. Militant’ s 





mild rebuke of the union lead- 
ers lets them off the hook. 


The lesson drawn by Class 
Struggle was that Attley and 
the majority of the official 
union leaders are committed 


Direction 


Labour 


for 


Youth? 


They prefer to play by the 
rules of the witch-hunters. 
Revolutionary socialists, 
however, do notrecognize the 
right of the clique which con- 
trols the Labour Party ma- 
chine to decide how long the 
youth conference can be, who 
should be present and what 
they may or may not discuss. 
Militant in practice surren- 
dered to these rules - aconces- 
sion which will only encour- 
age the right to make further 
attacks, without ever rallying 
forces by principled defiance. 





The new constitution for 
Labour Youth, passed at the 
1987 LP conference was— as 
IWG said at the time—a 
trap.By altering representa- 
tion within Labour Youth and 
removing their seat on con- 
Stituency councils etc., it 


to the public service redun- 


dancies and the National Plan 
and cannot be trusted to lead 


any struggle. The rank and file — prospect of any fight to re- 


keep control of their own instate Higgins in Dublin 


of workers in struggle must 


strike and negotiations while 
demanding official support. 


Militant, as with so much 
else in the Marxist pro- 
gramme, have forgotten the 
maxim, “with the union 
leaders where possible, 
against them where neces- 


sary. 


aimed to prepare the ground 
for ousting Militant from its 
dominant position. 


NO DEFIANCE 


Motions 42 and 43 deplored 


the shortening of the confer- 
ence, but Militant , and cer- 
tainly not the “broad left”, 
failed to argue for delegates to 
defy the measure by continu- 
ing on the Sunday in an open 
democratic meeting which 
could have rallied wider op- 
position. This should have 
been done regardless of the 
outcome of the vote. 


And what are Militant's 
readers to make of the claim 
that “comments by Emmet 
Stagg reported in the Evening 
Press are to be welcomed. He 
is quoted as saying there was 
no witchhunt against Marx- 
ists in the Labour Party and 
that he was certain that the 
two selected candidates 
would be ratified’ (MIM, 
March 1988, p.5). Fine words 
to welcome from the prime 
mover of the undemocratic 
procedures that suspended 
Dublin West constituency in 
order to block Militant having 
a candidate in the next 
elections! Militant s hope that 
Stagg, Spring & Co. will back 
off does not bode well for the 


West. 

The record of Militant’s 
British co-thinkers in avoid- 
ing a fight with Kinnock rein- 


forces the view that they will 


buckle under rather than 
openly confront the treachery 
of the Party leadership and 
risk ,the expulsion of mem- 


| bers. This is because Militant, 


tum Trotsky’s tactical use of 
entryism into a strategy anda 
utopian belief in transforming 
the Labour Party into a revo- 
lutionary party. They thus 
make a principle of staying in 
the Labour Party at the cost of 
political adaptation to re- 
formism. 


Militant supporters need to 
call their leaders to account 
for their misleadership before 
they surrender every right of 


| youth to organize and control 


democratically their own con- 
ferences—the only basis on 
which the best sections of 
youth can be broken from re- 
formism in struggle. 








at Work 


SECRET CONSULTATIONS, 
behind the backs of the trade 
| union membership, are going 
on between ICTU officials and 
the Fianna Fail government. 
They are discussing the terms of 
a new law to “reform Industrial 
| relations” which will seriously 
limit the ability of workers to 
take industrial action. The out- 
line proposals have been pub- 
lished by Industrial Relations 
News , a limited-circulation 
journal for union officials and 
personnel departments, but 
have been kept out of sight of 
trade union activists in the run- 
up to annual branch meetings 
and union conferences. 


This kind of dealing between the 
| capitalist state and the trade union 
| bureaucracy has reached a special 
intensity in the past year in the con- 
text of the Haughey-ICTU Pro- 
| gramme for National Recovery. But 
in general it is an everyday feature of 
class-collaboration between the 
bosses’ state and the reformist trade 
union leaderships. 
| For example, the Unfair Dismiss- 
als Act in 1976 was agreed privately 
in all essentials between ICTU bu- 
reaucrats and the then Coalition gov- 
emment before being published. 
When rank and file trade unionists 
demanded that it should include the 
right of a worker to be re-instated 
should unfair dismissal be proven, 
the government refused to budge, 
knowing it had the prior agreement of 
the trade union leaders! That is the 
way the union bureaucracy once 
more hopes to push through the new 
Bill on industrial relations, only this 
| time attacking rather than extending 
| the rights of workers. 


The draft “Proposals on Industrial 
Relations Reform” was announced 
| by the Government in February with 
| the assurance that this would not be a 
‘Thatcherite anti-union law’. They 
argued that the unions were being 
asked to concede ‘very little’ in ex- 
change for ‘benefits’ in relation to 
court injunctions! We were also told 
that the employers think it is too soft 
on the unions! 


This is the language we can expect 
from Attley, Carroll, Cassells and 
their cronies to sell the package to 
their unions in the months ahead. But 
three key sections of the document— 
Trade Dispute Law, Balloting Proce- 
dures and Injunctions—add up to a 
| very serious attack on the immunity 
of workers from prosecution for 
damages in industrial disputes. 


One- Worker Disputes 
Where workers take action against 
| an employer over the treatment of a 
single worker without waiting and 
going through ‘procedure’, they 
- would now be liable to court action 
for ‘damages’. 


_ Where it is judged by a court that 
industrial action was really an inter- 





union dispute, again workers would 
be liable. But such disputes cannot be 
wished away as long as the self-inter- 
ested trade union bureaucrats keep 
the union movement divided in their 
competition forcontrol over workers. 
Indeed, their cynical brokerage time 
and again leads one or other section of 
the union bureaucracy tocollude with 
employers against another section of 
workers. This can give the appear- 
ance of an inter-union dispute where 
the reality is a fight with the em- 
ployer. The removal of legal immu- 
nity for industrial action therefore 
must be absolutely opposed, even in 
the case of so-called “workman vs 
workman” disputes. 


Secondary Picketing 





From the point of view of any kind 
of effective action against certain 
employers, and especially from the 
point of view of solidarity action of 
workers generally, the most serious is 
the attempt to limit secondary picket- 
ing . This would be liable for damages 
unless a court decided it was a direct 
part of the dispute. 


So, for example, in December 
1987, dockers in Waterford could 
apply pressure on the owner of anew 
private dock only by picketing his 
company, Newrath Processors. They 
were refused backing by the 
ATGWU officials and were jailed for 
defying a court injunction against 
their action. Such injunctions are 
given by the bosses’ courts whenever 
they can get away with it—there is no 
law against such picketing! The new 
proposals would allow the employer 
to sue the workers for damages as 
well as giving a legal basis for court 
injunctions! 


Secret Ballots 


The proposals would compel un- 
ions to use secret ballots for all indus- 
trial action even if the members want 
to vote by open democratic show of 
hands. The law and the courts would 
protect the union bureaucrats (from 
their own members) if they as leaders 
refused to carry out the mandate of 
the members’ secret ballot for indus- 
trial action! And the law and the 
courts would protect the bureaucrats 
if they changed the rules (“by memo- 
randum”) against the wishes of their 
members, in order to make secret 
ballots compulsory. 


It is proposed that “entitlement to 
vote will be accorded equally to all 
members” who are likely to be called 
out in the dispute. This could be used 
by the bureaucrats to dilute the initial 
ballot with reluctant sections of 
workers who were not directly af- 
fected by the dispute but who might 
later be drawn into solidarity if the 
action of those directly affected were 
to go ahead. 

If a section of workers feels that 
strike action is necessary, but if their 
officials dilute the ballot or otherwise 
engineer a majority against action, a 
strike by the “minority” will actually 
be liable to prosecution for damages 


Sureaucrats 


by employers under the proposal— 
“The protection of sections 2(1) and 3 
of the 1906 Act will not apply to a 
minority taking strike or other indus- 
trial action, against the vote of a 
majority’ . 

The elaborate proposals for secret 
ballots could also be interpreted as 
giving a vote to members who do not 
turn up at the meetings called to dis- 
cuss the issues and to hear the argu- 
ments. This is what Attley and the 
FWUI tried to do in the national se- 
cret ballot which they used to put over 
the Haughey National Plan last 
November. Attley’s members were 
given no report back on how they 
voted as branches or workplaces! 
This practice also would become 
routine under the new proposals—the 
members being informed only of the 
aggregate total votes for, against and 
spoilt. 

Indeed, the very purpose of the 
spurious concern of the bosses for 
secret ballot “democracy” in the un- 
ions is precisely to isolate individual 


workers’ representatives, typically 
granted to a boss by a friendly judge 
at home over a weekend, are to cease. 
But this will apply only if an official 
strike ballot has been held and ff at 
least a week’s notice is given to the 
boss! 


The bosses, however, will continue 
to enjoy the ruling class privileges of 
€X parte injunctions against workers’ 
action in most of the cases where such 
injunctions are currently used. These 
are against immediate strike action 
and against strike action which the 
union bureaucrats will not sanction, 
against secondary picketing where 
the boss can make a case that it is not 
directly relevant etc. etc. In reality 
there is no real concession at all! 


Such injunctions in any circum- 
stances are a travesty of ordinary 
bourgeois-democratic justice be- 
cause they allow no rights to the ac- 
cused. In any case, all injunction 
against workers strike action must be 
defied.. Solidarity in such defiance is 
the only way to stop them. On the 
other hand, the union bureaucrats, if 
not resisted, will trade off a whole 
series of basic rights of workers in 
struggle on the pretext of abolishing 
€x parte injunctions.! 


Unofficial Strikes 





Unofficial strikes are not men- 
tioned once in the entire set of propos- 
als! But this is a careful diplomatic 
deception in which the government 
can rely upon the collusion and si- 
lence of the two-faced union leaders. 
The proposals make it absolutely 
clear that, in practice, without official 
backing, without a week’s notice and 
without a majority in a legally-regu- 
lated secret ballot, the courts would 
have a free hand to give injunctions to 


Defend 
[he Right 
omy /11/¢=), 


workers from collective decision, to 
isolate them from the arguments and 
debates within the rank and file meet- 
ing collectively. It aims increasingly 
to force them to make their decisions 
according to what they read and hear 
in the capitalist-controlled media. 
The goal of this drive is ultimately to 
bring in postal ballots whereby the 
individual worker can be completely 
isolated from collective debate and 
decision and subjected to the view- 
points of the anti-trade union media. 


Injunctions 





The brokers who ‘lead’ the Irish 
trade unions will try to sell this foul 
package with the claim of a major 
concession on injunctions. Ex parte 
injunctions i.e. without hearing the 





bosses against workers’ action. 


Strategy of the Union Bureau- 
crats 





The reality is that unofficial strikes 
have ranged up to as much as 70% of 
all strikes in a single year in the Re- 
public, with up to 45% of ‘working 
days lost’ in one year being due to 
such stoppages. That is a powerful 
indictment of the treachery of the 
union leaders and their arrogance 
towards the rank and file to whom 
they are scarcely accountable at all in 
practice. 

Strike militancy has generally de- 
creased in the 1980s in the face of 
retreat by the union leaders. They are 
determined to use this period to stitch 
up, with this capitalist government, 
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new procedures which can be used as 
an extra weapon against any revival 
of unofficial action in the period 
ahead. However, it is only one aspect | 
of the intensified collaboration of the 
trade union leadership as a whole 
with the state under Haughey. 


Even the self-styled “left” Brian 
Anderson of the new MFS union 
(Astms+Tass) argued on TV (QA 6/ 
3/88), that the Labour and Workers’ © 
Parties had made a mistake in not 
blocking with Haughey when he 
formed his government! Anderson 
had opposed the National Recovery 
programme because of how the 
wages element would affect his 
white-collar membership, but he has 
now made it plain for all to see that the 
trade union bureaucracy is virtually 
unanimous in its desperation to col- 
laborate with the largest and “popu- 
list party” of capitalism. The differ- 
ence in Anderson’s case as a Commu- 
nist Party leader is that he believes 
odious class collaboration is justified 
by political doctrine. For the CP, 
Fianna Fail represents the “progres- 
sive wing” of the national bourgeoi- | 
sie —an ally against imperialism. 


The union leaders are desperate to 
deny any responsibility for the 
mounting toll of public-sector job 
cuts. 5000 jobs lost in the health serv- 
ice and 500 more imminent, 1500 to | 
go in primary education alone, 800 | 
gone in Dublin Corporation—all 
made possible only by the collusion | 
of the union leaders well documented 
in the pages of Class Struggle. 


ITGWU official and Workers’ | 
Party figure Des Geraghty on radio 
(23/3/88) denied that the union lead- 
ers had any responsibility for the cuts, | 
yet his own fellow WPer and ITGWU 
official Pat Rabbitte publicly wel- 
comed the 10,000 redundancy- 
scheme last summer on behalf of the 
Health Service Union leaders as a 
means of smoothing the path for cuts! 
As for determination to resist these 
cuts another WPer and ITGWU nurs- 
ing official Pat Brady washed his 
union’s hands of any attempt to leada 
fightback—“Our main hope now 
must be that the public will react. The 
effect on those staff left and having to 
take on the extra burden will be dev- 
astating” (pl I.Times 18/3/88). De- 
spite their left rhetoric, the junior 
union bureaucrats in the Workers’ 
Party are incapable of any independ- | 
ence of their own union bosses such | 
as John Carroll and his. Labour Party 
cronies. Even outside the unions they 
have done nothing to mobilise that 
“public” reaction that Brady can only 
“hope” for. | 


Wedded as they are to preserving 
the Irish bourgeois state, within 
which to carve out their own niche as 
brokers for reforms, Labour, WP and 
the union leaders as a whole will not 
resist the Irish ruling class offen- | 
sive—unless forced to! In the period 
ahead resistance to cuts must start 
from direct action by the rank and file, 
in defiance of the official leaders if | 
necessary, and linked to community | 
mobilisations, but at every point 
openly demanding that the official 
union and party leaderships give a 
lead and put all trade union and par- 
liamentary resources at the disposal 
of the fight. 
¢ For a public sector rank and file 

alliance against the cuts, mobilis- 

ing the communities under work- 
ing class leadership! 


« For an end to all collaboration be- 
tween the unions and Fianna Fail! 


« For total opposition to any interfer- 
ence with the existing legal immu- 
nity of workers in struggle—in 
secondary picketing, one-person 
disputes, and inter-union disputes 
or unofficial strikes! Reject all at- 
tempts by the bosses’ state to le- | 
gally enforce secret ballots in the 
unions! 
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| On May 12th1916 the Irish Marxist James Connolly was 


executed by the British in the yard of Kilmainham jail 


part in the Easter insurrection. Connolly had 
placed his workers’ milita under the military orders and 


the political banner of the non-working class revolu- 


His heroism in that seminal act of the Irish national 
struggle, his extensive writings of socialist propaganda, and 


his achievements as a 


at organiser of the unskilled work- 


ers, have made Connolly the common reference point, to this 
day, for all of the different traditions of socialism and left na- 


tionalism in Ireland. 


All lay claim to his legacy because of his heroic opposition 
to capitalism and imperialism. But that Connolly can be 
claimed as a patron alike by union bureaucrats, Labour lead- 
ers, the Stalinists of the CP, left Sinn Féiners and self-styled 


tion to imperialism. 


James Connolly served his 
political  Liphaik @oiy with 
the Scottish Socialist Federa- 
tion and the Social Democratic 
Federation in Edinburgh before 
arriving in Ireland in 1896. 
These organisations shared the 
general Marxist outlook of the 


| parties of the Second Interna- 
tional which flowed from a 
| number of key principles estab- 


lished by Marx in The Commu- 


_ nist Manifesto of 1848 and en- 


shrined in the First Interna- 
tional. 


What were these? That the 
capitalist mode of production 
historically created the condi- 
tions for world socialism. That 
it did so by creating the world 


| market, the interdependence of 


social production everywhere, 


the international division of 
labour and of distribution and 
-exchange across the globe. 
That, as a result, the working 


class everywhere, as it devel- 
ops, shares the same funda- 
mental interests - the over- 
throw of capitalism and the 
creation of a planned world 
economy. Communism there- 
fore could only be founded ona 
world scale due to the immense 
development of the productive 
forces which, as capitalism 


_ develops, surpasses the historic 


narrow framework of nation 
states. 


The programme of the Sec- 
ond International (1889-1914) 
reflected the confident belief 
that capitalist development it- 
self would continue to peace- 
fully expand across the globe, 
creating the proletariat and its 
mass organizations. Thus one 
part of the programme, the 
programme minimum, con- 
cerned itself with the day to day 
matters of immediate reforms 
especially around wages and 
conditions, the fight for which 
strengthened the organizations 
of the class - the trade unions. 
The programme maximum 
represented the ultimate de- 
mands, only realizable in fully 
socialist society. 


In this schema the national 
democratic struggle was part of 
the minimum programme. The 
historic tasks of the bourgeois 
democratic revolution were, 
after all, something to be 
achieved within capitalism— 
national unity and independ- 
ence, universal sufrage for a 
parliament, and national eco- 
nomic development. 


_The position of the Second 


Connolly and the Second International 


Trotskyists, is proof of the deep ambiguity of his legacy. The } 
| lefthas failed to analyse and criticise the body of ideasand slo- — 
gans for which he is claimed as authority. 


The IWG alone has undertaken that task of systematic criti- 
 cism as one of the keys to clarification of vital questions of © 
programme for socialism in Ireland. From the body of work 
| previously published in eight Class Struggle journals, we 
present in this article the crucial theme of his legacy. 


Taken together with the major se 0 bc of the Republi- 
| can Congress in the last issue, this article 

debate stimulated by groups such as the League of Commu- 
nist Republicans, imprisoned in the North for their opposi- 


continues a wide 


The relevance of this debate extends to all who are genu- 
inely interested in revolutionary socialist regroupment in 
| Treland. | 





International, therefore, with 
regard to those countries or 


minorities oppressed by abso- 


lutism or colonialism reflected 
these general positions and 
principles. They saw such op- 
pression as a legacy of the pre- 
capitalist world, not aware that 
modern imperialist capitalism 
was both creating and main- 
taining it. The right of nations to 
self-determination 
adopted formally by the Sec- 


ond International in 1896, the | 


Congress expressing... 
its sympathy to the workers of all 


countries at present suffering the | 
yoke of military, national or any | 


other form of absolutism. The 
Congress calls on all the workers 


of these countries to join the ranks | 


of the conscious workers of the 
whole world in order to struggle 
beside them to defeat interna- 
tional capitalism and attain the 
goals a international social 
democracy.(The Second Interna- 
tional, GDH Cole) 


International capitalism did 
not mean imperialism, how- | 


ever, for the ond Interna- 
tional. The International, thus 
offered merely formal support 
for the achievement of nation- 
hood, i.e. the realization of the 
democratic programme. This 
was, it believed, a necessary 
and inevitable step for the de- 


velopment of the productive | 


forces and the class struggle 
within the newly created nation 
state between capitalist and 
worker. As such what is clear 
from the International's posi- 
tion is that the working class of 
the oppressed nation must not, 
apart from formal commitment 
to the right of self-determina- 
tion, involve itself in leadin 
national struggles. Nationa 
struggles in this view have no 
progressive content in the fight 
against capitalism. | 


The SSF and the SDF main- | 


tained and accepted this ortho- 


dox approach in their attitude 


to the Irish question. They for- 
mally supported political and 
legislative independence for 
Ireland. But, in fact, reflecting a 
growing national chauvinism 
which finally engulfed the In- 


ternational in 1914, the SDF did | 


not support full secession for 
Ireland. Also it held to the ten- 
ets of the mainstream of the 
International, especially the 


German Social-Democratic 


Party, SPD, that the tried and | 


tested tactic of winning seats in 
parliament was the means of 
achieving socialist power. 


was | 


~ Labour and Irela 


| tionary nationalists, the Irish Volunteers and the Irish | 
_ Republican Brotherhood, led by Patrick Pearse. 


Was Connolly Wrong 


CONNOLLY accepted more or less whole the general 


| conception of the road to socialism held by the SSF and the 


SDF. Central to this work and activity was the role of 
propaganda as the means of building a party and winning 
a parliamentary majority. Connolly therefore in arriving 
in Ireland in 1896 transferred to the ISRP, in a quite 
mechanical fashion, the essential points of the pro- 
gramme of the British SDF —”Socialism made plain"—in- 
cluding its separation of minimum and maximum de- 


mands. 
What is strikingly different, 


| however, about the ISRP pro- 


grammeisthat Connolly makes 
no reference to the struggle for 
national independence in his 
minimum section as was the 
case with the SDF and the par- 


| ties of the Second International. 


Instead he includes this de- 
mand along with the final goal 
of socialism in the ‘maximum’ 
section. The goals of socialism 
and national independence are 
now interconnected. 


This change is important. It 


| reflected Connolly’s creative 


deliberation, in Scotland, and 
as a socialist in an imperialized 
Ireland, upon the relationship 
of the national question to the 
struggle for socialism. In his 
pamphlet Erin’s Hope and the 
articles which he wrote for The 
Workers Republic before 1900 
(later to become Labour in Irish 
History ), he spelt out more fully 
the theoretical basis for his 
position. 


The IWG believe Connolly's 
attempt to address the question 
to bea mark of the deep serious- 
ness he brought to all questions. 
However, we believe that 
Connolly’s method, theory and 
conclusion to have been funda- 
mentally flawed, at odds with 
the Marxist understanding of 
history and society. As such we 
believe that the “republican 
socialism” which still draws 
upon his conceptions of nation 
and class, remains today a ma- 
jor programmatic obstacle to 
winning the best sections of 
republican workers to a genu- 
ine revolutionary socialist anti- 
imperialist alternative. 


Connolly’s Theory of 
Irish History 


Connolly’s general argu- 
ments can be summarized. He 
believed that Irish history had a 
purpose, a direction, an inner 
movement towards the social- 
ist system. The national 
struggle in Ireland defined this 
movement and purpose. Its 
real nature flowed from what 
Connolly claimed was the es- 
sence of the Anglo-Norman 
conquest - the expropriation of 
a communal egalitarian clan 


| society by a foreign system of 


rivate, feudal property which 
ater evolved into mature capi- 
talism. The national struggle 
was, in this perspective, the 
attempt to recover communal 
property forms. A socialist soci- 
ety alone could embody the 
national principle. 
The history of lreland ever since 
the English invasion has been one 
long history of a conflict between 
common property, represented by 
the Irish and private property 
represented by the English. (The 
Harp, Vol.2, No.11, page LJ 


There is only one remedy for the 
slavery of the working class and 
that remedy is the socialist repub- 
lic, a system of society in which 
the land and all the houses, rail- 
ways, factories, canals, work- 
shops and everything necessary 


for work shall be owned and oper- 
ated as common property muchas 
the land of Ireland was owned by 
the clans of Ireland before Eng- 
land introduced the capitalist 
system amongst us at the point of 
the sword. (Workers Republic 
1898.) 


Thus, Connolly goes on to 
argue, theclan chiefs of the 12th 
to the 17th century and the toil- 
ing masses, up to and including 
the modern Irish working class, 
are the only true patriots be- 
cause they alone have the social 
interest of abolishing private 
property. Consequently, 
Connolly’s analysis forces him 
to strip the Irish national bour- 
geoisie of any positive role in 
the —— for its own nation 
state, either in the past or in the 
present. Instead he casts it as 
‘an apostate”, since its social 
and political goals have always 
been and remain the consolida- 
tion and development of pri- 
vate property in Ireland. 


From this standpoint Con- 
nolly is compelled to a 
the role of the bourgeoisie in the 
18th and 19th centuries. Labour 
in Irish History is dedicated to 
denying it any progressive role 
in the economic and political 
struggle of that period. Its he- 
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| James F intan Lalor 


roic and revolutionary repre- 
sentatives in the 18th century - 
Tone, McCracken, Emmet - are 
identified as champions, not of 
their class’s struggle for nation- 
hood, but instead as precursors 
of modern socialism. The 19th 
century Fenian movement, the 
IRB, are also presented as em- 
bryonic socialists. Connolly's 
theory, therefore, severs the 
historic link between the na- 
tion, the bourgeoisie and capi- 
talism, and reforges it in terms 
of the working class and social- 
ism. 


Before we critically evaluate 
Connolly’s position and the 
theoretical and programmatic 
revision of Marxism that it con- 
tained we need to consider first 
a number of the factors that 
influence him in arriving at 
such a position. These are asso- 
ciated with his experience in 
the Second International, in 
particular the SDF and his asso- 
ciation with John Leslie. 


The marxism of the SDF was 
largely limited to the domain of 
the political economy of capi- 
talism. But it contained serious 
misunderstandings, trends 


against which Marx himself 
had developed his own ideas. 


The theory of underconsump- 
tionism was just one of these 
trends. Its argument was that 
capitalist crisis came about 
through the inability of the 
working class, as it became ever 
more impoverished, to buy the 
products of capitalist industry - 

hence a crisis pushing down 
prices and as a consequence, 
profits. Marx opposed such a 
view. He showed how the rate 
of profit under capitalism tends 
to fall even when we assume 
that all of the products are sold 
at their value. Crises arise, for 
Marx, from the rising organic 
composition of capital - that is, 
the increasing proportion of 
constant capital (machinery) as 
against living labour in produc- 
tion. The result is that the in- 
creasing growth of capital 
tends not to be matched by a 
proportional increase in the 
surplus value created—ex- 
tracted as profit by the capital- 
ist. 


What is important for our 
argument here, is the conse- 
quence of Connolly’s belief that 
it was problems of consump- 
tion and markets that blocked 
development and expansion of 
capitalism itself. It was argued 
that the home market was in- 
herently too small to absorb an 
expansion of output by native 
capitalism. Export markets 
therefore were the pre-condi- 
tion ifa native capitalism was to 
develop. These arguments also 
reflected the superficial view of 
the capitalist home market and 
tended to see the expansion of 
capital only in its extensive or 
geographic form, not in its in- 
tensive and truly historic di- 
mension whereby growing 
capitalist production creates its 
own growing markets, at home 
and abroad. 


Populism 


This form of underconsump- 
tionism had been frequently 
and vociferously put forward 
OY the Russian Populists—the 
Narodniks—against Marxism 
in the 1880s and 1890s. They 
claimed the development of 
capitalism in Russia was im- 

ossible due to the limits of the 

ome market dominated by the 
impoverished peasantry. They 
believed, therefore. in a special 
Russian road bypassing capi- 
talism via a peasant socialism. 
This centred on reviving the 
collective mode of land allo- 
cated to peasants (the obschina) 
and the collective mode of peas- 
ant administration (the mir). 
Connolly held views on the 
market question similar to the 
Russian populists and adapted 
them to suit his own special 
theory of the relationship be- 
tween nation and class in Ire- 
land. 


He put forward a theory of 
the impossibility of the devel- 
opment of Irish capitalism on 
the grounds that no available 
market existed because in the 
world market the great capital- 
ist powers had cluttered the 
market with unsaleable goods. 
In Erin’s Hope he dismisses the 
aspirations of the Home Rule 
bourgeoisie for the creation of 
an independent native manu- 
facturing industrial base in Ire- 
land—Like the populists, he 
argued: 

To establish industries success- 


fully today in any country re- 
quires at least two things neither 
of which Ireland possesses and 
one of which she can never pos- 
sess. The first is the possession of 
the wherewithal to purchase 
machinery and raw materials for 
the equipment of her factories and 
the second - customers to pur- 
chase the goods when they are 
manufactured.”(Erin’s Hope, 
Edwards and Ransom, 
Connolly’s political writings 
p.178.) 


In an article on the roots of 

modern war, Connolly states: 
Competition between capitalists 
drives them to seek newer and 
more efficient wealth producing 
machines but as the home market 
is now no longer able to dispose of 
their products they are driven to 
foreign markets. 


Colonies 


Connolly therefore tended 
towards the view that colonies 
have been reduced merely to 
the foreign market of dominant 
capitalist states. He character- 
izes the war between Britain 
and Russia over Chinese colo- 
nies as resolving the issue of 
which industrial nation “shall 
have the right to force upon John 
Chinaman the goods his European 
brother produces but may not en- 
joy”. The logic of his argument 
is clear. National independence 
struggle was intrinsically di- 
rected against the needs of the 
colonial powers for foreign 
markets. As there is no more 
markets for Ireland to exploit if 
she became independent then 
she had no choice but to bypass 
any further development of 
capitalism and establish social- 


ism. 

..the thoughtful Irish patriot will 
throw rant aside and freely recog- 
nize that it is impossible for Ire- 
land to do what those other coun- 
tries cannot do with their great 
advantage - that is, to attain pros- 
perity by establishing a manufac- 
turing system in a world market 
already cluttered with every con- 
ceivable kind of commodity. 
(Erin’s Hope, Ransom & Ed- 
wards p.179.) 


The general line of argument 
here was aimed at | rsuading 
“the thoughtful Irish patriot 
among the intelligentsia and 
the lower middle classes that 
nationalism in Ireland could 
only lead to socialism; that pa- 
triotism meant anti-capitalism 
because the struggle for Irish 
independence involves the 
removal of a colony from a 
major capitalist power, a col- 
ony which could not in itself 
become a capitalist state. The 
economic conditions therefore 
of modern world capitalist 
development had placed insur- 
mountable obstacles to both the 
possibility, and more impor- 
tantly, the necessity for a bour- 

eois democratic revolution in 
reland. 


The formulation of these 
views should be seen alongside 
the development of a theory of 
Irish history. Connolly now 
believed that the logic of capi- 
talist economic development in 
ee and the logic of Irish 

istorical development in par- 
ticular pointed to a programme 
in which the democratic ques- 
tion of national self-determina- 
tion is redefined within, and re- 
duced to, the social question of 
the working class. Nation be- 
comes identical with class. 








LALOR AND LESLIE 





As we have seen, Connolly 
argued that the defining issue 
of the Irish national question 
lay in the attitude to the land of 
the native Irish: 

The Irish question has in fact a 
much deeper source than a mere 
difference of opinion on forms of 
government. Its real origins and 
inner meaning lay in the circum- 
stances that the two opposing 
nations held fundamentally dif 
ferent ideas upon the vital ques- 
tion of property in land. (Erin’s 
Hope, Edwards and Ransom, 
p.172-173.) 


In the development of this 
position he had been deeply 
influenced by his fellow SDF 
socialist and friend in Edin- 
burgh, John Leslie. Leslie in 
turn had drawn much of his 
own inspiration for his ideas 
from the contribution of Fintan 
Lalor on the national question, 
the Young Ireland revolution- 
ary of 1848. This had consisted 
of an attempt by Lalor to link 
the national question to the 
social question of the Irish te- 
nantry. Lalor recognized cor- 
rectly that the oppression of the 
peasantry could mobilize them 
as the revolutionary drivin 
force against semi-feudal land- 
lordism and for national 


independence. 


Lalor’s was not a classic 
bourgeois revolutionary pro- 
gramme at whose heart is the 
rule of a national rising indus- 
trial urban class. It was in fact 
similar to the Russian 
Narodnik tradition described 
above. It based itself on the 
peasantry whose possession of 
their land, Lalor wrongly be- 
lieved, would mean that the de- 
velopment of capitalism could 
be avoided. The goal for Lalor 
was... 

not to resume or restore an old 
constitution but to found a new 
nation and raise up a free people, 
and strong as well as free, and 
secure as well as strong, based on 
a peasantry rooted like rocks in 
the soil of the land - this is my 
object (Readings from J.F.Lalor, 
Belfast Republican Centre, p.68). 














Lalor’s fight against land- 
lordism did indeed contain ele- 
ments of a revolutionary demo- 
cratic programme which if it 
had been practically taken up 
could have become sn of the 
means for freeing Ireland of 
landlordism—but also for capi- 
talist development. Such an 
outcome would have acceler- 
ated the emergence of capital- 
ism within the peasantry itself 
as the later creation of an Irish 
farmer class was to verify. Lalor 
of course did not understand 
this. What is important for our 
argument is that Lalor had 
conceived a solution both for 
the land question and the na- 
tional — that excluded 
the industrial manufacturing 
bourgeoisie and the develop- 
ment of capitalism. 


He was wrong on both 
counts. It was historically im- 
possible to write the bourgeoi- 
sie out of the solution, even 
more so from the standpoint of 
a peasant struggle around the 
land. Without a leading role 
from one of the great modern 
urban classes created by capi- 
talism, the peasantry has never 
been able to develop a general 
political programme and 
movement for its own emanci- 
pation. 

Leslie, in the 1890s, sought to 
creatively apply, Lalor’s idea 
that the national question could 
be reduced to the social ques- 
tion of the most oppres 
class. He did so, however, 

in conditions where a 
modern proletariat 


existedandthe g 
struggle for : 
paar « ff 
socialism was #%& Ne 
on the historical Kg 


agenda.Leslie 
drew the 


wrong conclusions. In describ- 
ing Lalor as “the man who first 
pointed out the class nature of the 
Irish movement” (Irish Question, 
p.5). Leslie, the Marxist, 
overlooks that Marx saw 
national independence as the 
historic task of the rising 
bourgeoisie. 


He describes Tone’s involve- 
ment in the Rising of 1898, not 
as a Classic Irish Jacobin and 
bourgeois revolutionary whose 
goal was an Irish bourgeois 
republic, but identified himasa 

rotagonist of peasant freedom 

rom landlordism. Leslie failed 
to challenge Lalor’s populist 

remises... 

That the enjoyment by the people 

of the right of first ownership of 







the soil is essential to the vigour 
and vitality of all other rights” 
(The Irish Question, p.5) and 
“That the land question contains, 
and the legislative question does 
not contain the material from 
which victory is manufactured” 
(Readings from Lalor, p.73). 


Believing wrongly that bour- 
geois nationalism in the 1890s 
was “a dissolving view”, Leslie 
inserts the working class of 
town and country as the con- 
temporary leading class in the 
national struggle. Lalor had 
given the peasantry this role in 
the 1840s; now Leslie provides 
the working class with this role 
in history. He suggested tenta- 
tively that nationalism rede- 
fined by changing its class con- 
tent in this way would no 
longer express the limited 
bourgeois class outlook; na- 
tionalism would no longer be 
an inevitable obstacle to the 
working class's fight for politi- 
cal independence. Instead from 
this point of view it would 
share some of the features of a 
socialist ideology. 


A New Schema 


Connolly built upon these 
ideas and suggestions to create 
a more systematic and rounded 
populist account of Irish his- 
tory. Lalor had looked back to 
an idealized past for a vision of 
a harmonious society of peas 

ants, small producers and 

“7p, artisans which could 
‘““~ escape the ravages 
oan ae of capitalist 

hie development. 
Connolly 

cre took his 
fg inspiration 

ieee from a 

vision 


of ancient Ireland. Where Leslie 
had tentatively suggested a 
means, through nationalism, of 
building the cause of labour, 
Connolly proclaimed boldly 
that the nation had been, and 
would be again, both the means 
and end for labour. 


Clearly Connolly’s idealist 
schema involved a major revi- 
sion of the Marxist theory of the 
nation with profound conse- 
quence for his politics and pro- 
gramme. He took his starting 
point in the already establish 
framework of Irish history as 
propounded by nationalist 
‘Has eer and _ historians. 

e did not investigate this his- 
tory from the standpoint of the 
development of the forces of 





production, of social classes, or 
of their economic and political 
struggles throughout the dif- 
ferent epochs of capitalist de- 
velopment within a colonial 
society. His was not a material- 
ist analysis of history and soci- 
ety but an idealist one. 


Nations in History 


Inherent in all of Connolly’s 
thought is an abstract idea of 
the nation that is clearly at odds 
with the Marxist understand- 
ing of the nation as a temporary 
historical form of society. For 
Marx and Engels, nations are 
the creation of a developing 
bourgeois society and in The 
Communist Manifesto we find 
their emergence described as 
follows: 

The bourgeoisie keeps more and 
more doing away with the scat- 
tered state of the population, of the 
means of production and of prop- 
erty. It has agglomerated popula- 
tions, centralized means of pro- 
duction and has concentrated 
property in a few hands. The nec- 
essary consequence of this was 
political centralization. Inde- 
pendent or but loosely connected 
provinces with separate interests, 
laws, governments and systems 
of taxation became lumped to- 
gether in one nation, with one 
government, one code of law, one 
national class interest, one fron- 
tier and one custom and tariff. 
(The Communist Manifesto.) 


The slogan of the nation state 
and nationalist ideology are 
thus necessary elements of the 
bourgeois programme for its 
own development. The nation 
state becomes a key means, a 
market reservoir for intensify- 
ing and concentrating the accu- 
mulation of capital. Thus for 
Marx and 
Engels 


the nation only has meaning 
within a definite historical ep- 
och - that of capitalist domi- 
nance. Lenin defended this 
analysis of the nation-state slo- 
gan as specific to the epoch of 
the final victory of capitalism 
over feudalism.in The Right of 
Nations to Self Determination. 





IMPERIALISM 





As imperialism developed, 
capitalist development in the 
colonies was initiated by the 
export of capital from the de- 
veloped nations. A dependent 
or merely commercial, and not 
a competing native manufac- 
turing bourgeoisie, tended to 
predominate within imperial- 
ized nations. A bourgeoisie, 
however weakly developed, 
emerges necessarily in the 
colonies and inevitably as- 
pires to the advantages of a 
national state, even though it 
may be incapable of struggle 
for self-determination. 


Increasingly in the 20th cen- 
tury weak colonial or semi-co- 
lonial bourgeois classes were 
incapable of consistent 
a against imperialism 
for the national democratic 
programme - land to the tiller, 
universal suffrage, constitu- 
ent assembly, civil liberties. 
Sections of the petty bourgeoi- 
sie of town and country, how- 
ever, take up the fight for such 
a programme, often securing 
the revolutionary support of 
the masses of peasants and 
workers. 


What is significant, how- 
ever, is that the programmatic 
heart of these struggles never 
goes beyond the framework of 
an independent bourgeois na- 
tion-state, a framework which 
can neither fundamentally al- 
ter national economic depend- 
ence on imperialism nor solve 
the problem of the working 
class and peasantry, e.g. Zim- 
babwe and Nicaragua. 


Socialists seek to develo 
such mass struggle to the full- 
est potential, and to win it to 
the distinct programme for 
working class power and in- 
ternational socialism. To do 
so, they must explicitly distin- 
guish the bourgeois-demo- 
cratic and the proletarian tasks 
so as to combine them with the 
necessary flexibility in the 
heat of struggle. 


Connolly’s failure to distin- 
guish these tasks is the result 
of his conception of the nation 
and nationalism. Failing to see 
the nation as the specific crea- 
tion of the bourgeois epoch, he 
increasingly lost sight of its in- 
herent bourgeois class charac- 
ter. He was blind to the limits 
of the revolutionary national- 
ist banner under which the 
Irish labouring masses were 
being roused against British 
imperialism. 

Contrary to his and Leslie’s 
belief, bourgeois and petit- 
bourgeois nationalism in Ire- 
land in the 1890s after Parnell 
was not dissolving. Events 
from 1896 onwards consoli- 
dated the hold of the Catholic 
Irish bourgeoisie in town and 
country over the masses as the 
farming class grew with the 
land settlements. Home Rule 
became the rallying cry of 
hundreds of thousands who 
looked to constitutional na- 
tionalist leaders. Connolly, 
having decided in 1896 that 
any form of bourgeois na- 
tional independence was im- 
possible, had no tactics with 
which to fight to break the 
working class from poisonous 
illusions in the nationalists 
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against capitalism, in the be- 





. stru 


communism. 


and their nationalism. By 1912 
he had to accept the prospect of 
bourgeois Home Rule as an in- 


evitability, and as a frame-| 


work in which labour could 
develop on a 32-county basis. 
He thus fell in behind the na- 
tional bourgeoisie. 


His dramatic turn to plan- 


ning a nationalist insurrection 
after 1914, sadly, did not mark 


any attempt to re-assert the 
strategic political needs of the 


working class. After the trade 
union defeat of 1913, with the 
shelving of Home Rule and 
the threat of Partition, he was 
impatient to use England’s 
war as Ireland’s chance to 
strike against 
imperialism.Connolly mis- 
takenly substituted the demo- 
cratic programme of national 
revolution for the strategic 
class programme of struggle 


lief that the two were identical. 


The Comintern under Lenin 
and Trotsky recognized that 


minimum programme might 
give rise to struggle against the 
capitalist system itself, if con- 


sciously led in that direction— | 


the path of Permanent Revolu- 
tion, to use Marx’s term, made 
famous by Trotsky. But the 

never equated the national- 


democratic programme with | 
the class programme for so- | 


cialism. Even in the new epoch 
when national independence 
required revolutionary action 
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| 
| 


rle for demands of the | 


against imperialism, the pos- | 
sibility remained that the de-_ 
mands of the democratic pro- 
gramme might be partially | 


conceded on a basis favour- 


able to continued bourgeois | 


rule. This was especially true 


if the working class did not | 
resolutely pursue its own stra- | 
tegic goal at all points in the | 
struggle. Ireland was such a | 


case in 1916-22. 


Connolly’s much acclaimed 
slogan, therefore, “The cause 
of Ireland is the cause of labour, 


the cause of labour is the cause 


of Ireland”, far from being a 
leap forward for Marxism in 
Ireland, in reality embodied a 
profound confusion. It re- 


mained founded ona populist | 


misconception of the nation. 


As a slogan it serves to liqui- 


date the political independ-| 
ence of the working class into 


revolutionary nationalism. 
That has been the fateful leg- 
acy of Connolly to the socialist 
movement in Ireland. It is a 
legacy that must now be fi- 
nally rejected in the fight for 
the overall goal which Con- 
nolly first placed before the 


Irish working class —the es- | 


tablishment of a Workers 
Republic and international 
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The Rey. pe Jackson continues to cenuteaniel the pundits 
by drawing heavy support in Democratic caucuses and pri- 
maries. On March 27th he took industrial Michigan with 


a surprise majority, already having won 2.9 million votes 
and 510 delegates against Dukakis’s 527. Jackson’s gains, 
ho wever, represent no ) gains for the US working class. — 





A BIG MEDIA circus has been busy 
trying to whip up enthusiasm for the 
1988 US presidential election. It needs 


to. The poll is one in which less than half 


the electorate will actually vote. 


Thirteen “serious candidates’ from the 
Republicans and Democrats are striving 
to succeed Reagan in the Whitehouse. 
None of them offer anything to the work- 
ers and the oppressed of the USA. 


The Reagan years are drawing to a 
close. Unlike 1980 and 1984 this year 
America’s bosses have no clear prefer- 
ence for the Whitehouse. The US ruling 
class is suffering a bad case of the jitters. 
The Iran-Contra affair has undermined 
confidence in US imperialism’s foreign 
policy. The actions of Israel in putting 
down the Palestinian revolt have likewise 
for the State 
Department’s global strategies. 


Creeping Recession 





At home the enthusiasm for Re- 


-aganomics has waned. Confidence was 


badly shaken after “Black Monday’ when 
Wall Street crashed. It has not recovered. 
The deficit crisis, a spiralling imbalance 
in foreign trade and the gyrations of the 
stock markets all point in the direction of 
an impending recession. 


Motor manufacturing, a weather-vein 
for United States capitalism in general, is 
rapidly slowing down. 


Questions 





After the crash the writing is on the 
wall. The administration must address the 
inability of US based manufacturing 
capital to compete in the world; the 





THE CLOSING WEEK OF FEBRUARY witnessed demon- 
strations of up to one million people in Yerevan, capital of the 
Soviet republic of Armenia, in support of the the demands of 
the province of Nagorno-Karabakh to unite with the rest of 
Armenia, Nagorno-Karabakh has a population of 200,000, 
of which 75% are ethnic Armenian and religiously christian 
in compostion, but remains incorporated in the Soviet Re- 


public of Azerbaijan since 1923. 


chronic faiune of the state educational 
system to churn out literate workers; the 
mountain of third world debt; the appro- 
priate role for an overstretched imperial- 
ism in regions from the Middle East to 
Central America. 


The main Republicans - Bush and Dole 
- are both seeking to carry on where 
Reagan left off. While the two men appear 
to hate each other, their policies are, by 
and large, identical. 


The Democrats have been unable to 
come up with a candidate enjoying 
enough support within the party to act as 
a credible altemmative to the Republicans. 


They do however have a liberal wing 
and over the last four years much of the 
left have liquidated themselves into it. 
Likewise, the AFL-CIO union federation 
looks to this bourgeois outfits left wing to 
act as ‘friends of labour’ in government. 
The most significant development in this 
wing of the Democrats has been the emer- 
gence of the Rev. Jesse Jackson as a 
serious contender for the presidential 
nomination. He is backed by the National 
Rainbow Coalition (NRC) which now 
embraces virtually all of the party’s lead- 
ing black figures. 


Maverick 





Whereas in 1984, Jackson behaved like 
amaverick in the party, this time round he 
is playing by the rules. The Rev. is back 
with amoderate image and a muted rheto- 
ric. He has a clear opportunity to play the 
most important power broker at a dead- 
locked Democratic Convention come 
July. a 


The NRC has been institutionalised as 
a mere campaign committee for Jackson. 





InteFnabonal 


NO RED IN JACKSO 





Gone is the talk of the Rainbow Coalition 
of the Oppressed. Gone is the use of the 
phrase ‘US imperialism’. Instead the 
emphasis is on ‘moral leadership for a 
great nation’, ‘spiritual healing’ and 
‘black self-help’. 


Support 





Jackson has maintained some liberal 
stance on social issues, like lesbian and 
gay rights. He has maintained his key 
support within the black petit-bourgeoi- 
sie, liberal Protestants, and the new social 
movements. Unlike 1984, he now ex- 
presses support for the state of Israel. And 
in his bid to be a man of all the people, he 
has courted business and union leaders. 








menia *. 
Erupts 


There is a real danger that the unions 
will, once again, be enlisted to support a 
Democrat in the elections. 


But unlike 1984, when the AFL-CIO 
quickly delivered pole support to Walter 
Mondale, this year they have given their 
affiliates freedom to back whom they 
please. And Jackson is out to win maxi- 
mum union backing. 


He has won the endorsement of a small 
health workers union, the only labour 
body to support a candidate so far. While 
the top brass of union bureaucracy has 
generally abstained, a handful of self- 
proclaimed ‘democratic socialist’ among 
the union chiefs have moved towards 
Jackson, most notably, Winpisinger, of 


‘oS RAINBOW 


the International Association of Machin- 


ists (IAM). —who stabbed the key 
PATCO strike in the back by ordering his 


members to pass its pickets. Winpisinger | 


is likely to open the IAM’s coffers to 
Jackson and Jackson is likely to gain 
wider union support. 


This time round, unlike *84, there is no 
question of Jackson’s supine loyalty to 
the Democratic party. And while he has 
been criticized by his Stalinist and ‘new 
left’ supporters, he still has their backing. 


The left paper Frontline (a coalition of 


the ‘new left’) is campaigning for a 


‘broader hearing within labour’s ranks for | 


Jackson’s peace and justice programme’. 
The core of this programme is contained 


in the following quote form Jackson : | 


“there is nothing wrong with America. 
America is our land. America is God's 
country. America is blessed and God 
bless America” . 


For a US Labour Party 





The millions of American workess and 


oppressed do not need this patriotic dope. 


It does not differ at all from the policies on 


offer from Jackson’s main Democratic 


rival, Michael Dukakis. 
Faced with such a choice, US workers 


must seize the opportunity to break with > 


the bourgeois parties. A candidate of the 
workers organisations is needed. A cam- 
paign to get one should begin now in 
every union. Such astruggle, is inessence 


a fight to force the bureaucracy to break | 
with the bourgeoisie and form a workers | 


party. This will not be easy. It is however 
vitally necessary. 


In the fight for such a party revolution- 
ary socialists in the US will have to fight 
to win it to a revolutionary marxist pro- 
gramme. 

The fight for political independence for 
the working class now will put them in a 
better position to beat back the attacks | 
that lie ahead. 


Sumgait 
a) 


These demands surfaced after 


| decades of suppression of national 


aspirations in the Stalin years and 
perpetuated under the Brezhnev 
mafia. The oppression of nation- 
alities originated historically un- 
der the tsarist Russian empire 
when the tsars used ethnic differ- 
ences to divide the empire into a 
prison-house of nationalities. 
When the Bolsheviks seized 
power Lenin’s policy of the right 
to self determination was imple- 
mented and was a key to the even- 
tual victory of the Communists in 
the civil war that followed the 


| revolution. But the rise of stalin- 


ism saw the revival of bureau- 


| cratic national oppression. 


FEDERAL REPUBLICS 


The policy of perestroika, in- 
volving as it does some stimulus 
from the top to local initiative and 


criticism of the middle rungs of 


the bureaucracy, has been a signal 
to many to seek to voice long sup- 
pressed demands against the 
domination of the Great Russian 
Republic over other nationalities 
and also between different nation- 


| alities. In the middle stand some of 


the most corrupt elements of the 
bureaucracy - ensconsed at the 
level of the federal republics. 


While Gorbachev, from the 


| outset, sought to utilise the resent- 


ment of the masses against the 
most corrupt of these layers, he 


never intended to let mass move- 
ments emerge on the streets in 
such a way as to threaten the rule 
of the bureaucracy as a whole. 


In the case of the national ques- 
tion Gorbachev is now in aserious 
predicament. The genie is out of 
the bottle and, depending on how 
the Central Committee in 
Moscow, and ultimately the Polit- 
buro, handle this growing crisis, 
Gorbachev may find himself 
swamped in nationality disputes. 
Behind the Armenian dispute in 
the queue are the baltic states of 
Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia, 
while the Tatars are seeking the 
right to return to the Crimea. In 
Armenia too, demands have been 
heard for a second province in 
Azerbaijan, Nakichedrvan, to be 
allowed to unite with Armenia, 
even though it is only 20 per cent 
Armenian. 


CRITICAL JUNCTURE 


The crisis in Armenia is now at 
a critical juncture for the Kremlin. 
In the last ten days of March the 
Kremlin came out with their re- 
sponse to the Armenian demands. 
Nagorno-Karabakh would re- 
ceive substantial financial aid 
from Moscow; the Armenian 
population would have more cul- 
tural autonomy, with their own 
press and TV; a number of places 
in Armenian colleges will be re- 
served for students from the dis- 


puted province; plus, the virtual 
substitution of direct rule from 
Moscow for that of the Azer- 
baijani Republic over the region. 
The bottom line, however, is that 
unity of Nagorno-Karabakh with 
Armenai has not being conceded. 


This has set the scene for a 
possible showdown. At the time 
of going to press, demonstrations 
planned for the 26th March in 
Yerevan were cancelled in favour 
of a stay-at-home stnkes after 
massive contingents of Russian 
troops were deployed in a show of 
strength around the city. 


So far, the anger of the minority 
Armenians and their co-nationals 
has been directed at the Azer- 
baijanis who have murdered at 
least thirty two people (though up 
to 350 according to unofficial 
accounts) in pogroms since Feb- 
ruary. Indeed posters of Gor- 
bachev have been seen on Arme- 
man demonstrations. With the 
negative response from the Krem- 
lin to the demand for redrawing 
the borders, this may well change. 


EMERGING DIVISIONS 


Certain elements within the 
Soviet bureuacracy will be licking 
their chops at the thought of 
Glasnost flaring up _ in 
Gorbachev's face.To some extent 
Republican bureaucracies - eg., 


the central bodies of the party in 
Armenia and Azerbaijan have 
been making use of the recent 
events to keep the engineers of 
perestroika off their patch. 


Within the Central Committee, 
and Politburo too, Gorbachev will 
be threatened. At present he is 
holding the ring, but divisions are 
emerging. Pravda, on21st March, 
carried the first comprehensive 
article on the crisis in Nagorno- 
Karabakh. The article accused the 
organisers of the February dem- 
onstrations - the unofficial Kara- 
bakh Committee- of being a cat’s 
paw for imperialist interests out to 
destroy the Soviet Union by fo- 
menting arash of separatist move- 
ments. 


In reality there is little evidence 
of a demand for political seces- 
sion of Armenia, let alone any 
direct threat to the post-capitalist 
property forms of the USSR. 
What is clear is that the Commu- 
nist Party organisations in the 
region have lost all credibility and 
the existence of an independent 
movement and leadership is creat- 
ing consternation in the 
Kremlin.The line adopted by 
Pravda suggests that Ligachev, 
the Politburo member responsible 
for ideology and a key conserva- 
tive, is succeeding in preventing 
any major concessions being 
made to the Armenians. 





The Ligachev line seems set to 
quench the flames of Armenian 
nationalism - even by means of 
bloody confrontation with the 
Karabakh Committee if necessary 
- as a sharp warning to any other 
national stirrings. 


DANGER FOR WORKERS 


For the working class - both in 
the trans-caucasian republics in- 
volved in the immediate crisis and 
in the Soviet Union as a whole, 
there are some very real dangers. 
The Soviet Union - ever since the 
rise of Stalin to power in the 1920s 
- has been dominated by the 
“Great Russian” Republic. Today 
the policy of russification persists 
in the absurd imposition of the 
Russian language on the one to 
two hundred diffferent national 
and ethnic groups. It is essential 
that workers - particularly in 
Great Russia - oppose the policy 
of national oppression, up to and 
including the nght of any national 
grouping to self determination. 
This right must, however, be con- 
ditional on the preservation of the 
planned property forms estab- 
lished by the Bolshevikrevolution 
in 1917. 


The danger for the working 


class is that national questions and 


inter-communal strife will be al- 


lowed to mushroom. Given the | 


divisions between the Gorbachev 
central bureaucracy and the outly- 
ing bureaucratic fiefdoms in the 


republics, there is every danger | 


that the national question would 
be used to divert the grievances of 
the masses into the cul-de-sac of 
nationalism and even separatism. 


The working class must not line 


up behind their national bureauc- | 


racies - deeply corrupt and repres- 
sive as they are - as cannon fodder 
in any internal dog-fight between 
Moscow and Yerevan. If they do 
they will be easily divided and 
smashed when they seek to defend 
their class-wide interests . 


The legitimate right to self-de- 
termination within the post-capi- 
talist society of the USSR can only 
be successfully be taken up by the 
working class if it is combined 
with a determined fight to form 
their own soviets, to formulate 
their own class demands and fight 
for them. Armenian workers must 
urgently give a lead in this direc- 
tion - a beacon for the whole soviet 
working class to follow. 










| he attitude of a politi 
[ cal party. towards its 
own mistakes is one of 
| the mostimportant and surest 
criteria of the seriousness of 
| the party on how it fulfills, in 
practice, its obligations to- 
wards the class and towards 
the labouring masses. To ad- 
mit a mistake openly and dis- 
close the reason, to analyse 
the surroundings which cre- 
ated it, to study attentively the 
means of correcting it, these 
are the signs of a serious 
party. (Lenin ‘““Left-Wing 
Communism) 


December 1987 saw the re- 
emergence of The Starry 
Plough, the paper of the IRSP. 
The editorial and a four page 
supplement are devoted to ex- 
plaining the failure of that or- 
ganization to grow, in particu- 
lar why it had been engulfed by 
a bloody and murderous feud 
since 1984. That feud had effec- 
| tively destroyed it as a political 
| organization. 


The editorial speaks of the 
IRSP having learned the lessons 
of these events, of having ana- 
| lysed the roots of its errors. It 
concludes from this analysis 
that it has broken from both left 
nationalism and the “primacy of 
the gun over politics’. It believes 
that it must now devote itself to 
building a revolutionary com- 
| munist party based on the ideas 
of Marx, Engels and Lenin, 
dedicated to the overthrow of 
imperialism and capitalism in 
| Ireland. 


s far as they go, these 
Statements from the 
| IRSP are to be wel- 
comed by every serious social- 
ist. But the bloody and murder- 
ous events that led to the final 
collapse of the IRSP remain a 
criminal blot on the struggle for 
socialism and national inde- 
pendence here. Those directly 
responsible for them will for- 
ever stand indicted for aiding 
and abetting the class enemy of 
the exploited and oppressed 
everywhere. 





These events underlined in 
the most graphic manner the 
| utter and complete bankruptcy 
| of the IRSP and its leadership, 
not only since 1984, but indeed, 
from within the first year of its 
foundation in 1974. Those who 
now claim to have learned the 
lesson of its history and to have 
recognized the terrible toll of 
lives and energy that had been 
uselessly wasted must expect to 
be severely judged on any claim 
to honest accounting on what 
happened in the IRSP and why. 


Sadly, by the strict Leninist 
standards of honesty and can- 
dour, the account of the IRSP 
given in the new edition of The 
Starry Plough is seriously defi- 
cient. For it is crystal clear that 
what is claimed as the essence of 
| its newfound Marxist-Leninist 

principles is no more than a re- 
run of the politics, of the same 
left nationalist perspective that 
characterized its past, but 
dressed up in new rhetoric. 


THE PRIMACY 
OF POLITICS ? 





The editorial writers of The 
Starry Plough claim that the 
Shape and character of the 
original IRSP was determined 
by the events surrounding its 
emergence in 1974, Then the 
Official Republican Movement, 
from whom the IRSP members 
had split, launched a murder- 
ous attack. The organization, it 
is claimed, was forced to resist 
militarily and this led to its 
gradual moral and political de- 
| generation. 








Their account, we believe, is 
highly selective. Certainly it is 
true that the Officials launched 
a series of criminal attacks on 
the early IRSP. But what is 
omitted from the IRSP account 
is that under the leadership of 
Seamus Costello a conspirato- 
rial armed wing - the INLA- had 
been formed completely sepa- 
rate from, and prior to, the 
founding conferences of the 
IRSP. With no accountability to 
the organization or its politics, 
the INLA was able to act com- 
pletely independently. There is 
no doubt that the attacks on the 
IRSP members did force the 
IRSP/INLA to show its military 
hand sooner than Costello and 
others had intended. But as 
events so tragically revealed, 
the rhetoric from Costello and 
others in the IRSP about the 
primacy of politics was from the 
very beginning no more than an 
empty shibboleth. 


In the first weeks of the at- 
tacks by the Officials, the IRSP 
leadership first denied that the 
retaliations taking place were 
by their own military wing. 
They stated that they had re- 
quested support from the 
‘People’s Liberation Army’ 
(PLA) - a flag of convenience for 
the INLA. This patent lie merely 
sowed deeper confusion among 
many of their own membership 
and hundreds of serious mili- 
tants who did genuinely believe 
that the IRSP promised a break 
from the worst conspiratorial 
elitism of Republicanism. Such 
a lie was also grist to the mill of 
bourgeois propaganda. 


We believe that their physical 


_ defence should have been sub- 


ordinated to the political task of 
clarifying the issue to the 
masses, by seeking to mobilize 
support - resolutions, meetings, 
marches etc. - from the anti- 
imperialist and workers’ move- 
ment for an end to the Officials’ 
attacks. It was vital and urgent 
to force the self proclaimed so- 
cialists of the Officials to ac- 
count for their actions before 
the anti-unionist and southern 
working class. This was not 
done. 


The attempt by the IRSP/ 
INLA leadership to solve the 
problem by purely military 
means was not therefore inevi- 
table as the account in The 


Starry Plough suggests. It 
flowed directly from the pro- 
gramme and methods of repub- 
licanism itself. Military organi- 
zation has always assumed a 
separate and leading role in its 
confrontation with imperial- 
ism. The response of the IRSP 
leadership simply underlined 
that beneath the socialist rheto- 
ric of Costello and his comrades, 
the IRSP had no programmatic, 
strategic or tactical alternative 
to the methods of elitist physical 
force. 


The subsequent degeneration 
of the IRSP was not, therefore, 
an aberration flowing from the 
conditions of its birth. It was the 
inevitable result of a group 
unable in reality to chart any 
alternative course from repub- 
licanism. In practice there was 
little to distinguish the IRSP 
from the provisional republican 
movement - except rhetoric. 
This gap between reality and 
fantasy reached its apex in 1984, 
when at the same time as the 
organization declared itself to 
have adopted the principles of 
Marx, Engels and Lenin, it fell 
prey to bloody internal feuding 





WHAT 
PROGRAMME? 





The tragedy of the IRSP 
raises sharply issues of pro- 
gramme and strategy for the 
socialist revolution in Ireland. 
The present IRSP now state ina 
message of fraternal interna- 
tional solidarity: 

the IRSP hails the decision of 
the 6th Congress of the Commu- 
nist Party of Turkey (Iscinin 
Sesi) to reclaim the name Com- 
munist Party of Turkey to which 
they are justly entitled and 
thereby rescue it from the hands 
of opportunists and liquidators. 
We see this step as an important 
landmark in the struggle to 
rebuild the World Communist 
movement and to restore it to the 
revolutionary content of its glo- 

rious beginning. (Starry 

Plough, Dec. ’87, p.8) 


This statement raises impor- 
tant questions, the first of which 
is why the IRSP leadership have 
not thought it necessary to ex- 
plain how and why they have 
come to such a position. They 





eamus Costello 


neither explain nor outline what 
is the revolutionary communist 
tradition they seek to rebuild. 
What is their analysis of how 
and why the glorious beginnings 
gave way to a process of degen- 
eration? They do not tell us. 


Surely this would require a 
serious analysis of the tradition 
of Trotskyism which alone in 
the 1920s in the Soviet Union 
began to both resist and analyse 
the emergence of the Stalinist 
bureaucracy and the degenera- 
tion of the Communist Interna- 
tional. 


Such a task is an elementary 
obligation for all who seriously 
wish to clarify the urgent ques- 
tions of programme, strategy 
and tradition. To embark upon 
the publication of a paper and 
the foundation of a ‘party’ be- 
fore this is done betrays the 
same lack of political serious- 
ness displayed in the past by the 
IRSP. 





THE IRSP 
PROGRAMME 





The newly emergent IRSP, 
despite their claims to have 
made a turn to revolutionary 
marxism, show no real signs of 
political advancement beyond 
the politics of Republican So- 
cialism espoused by Seamus 
Costello in 1974. In this tradi- 
tion, sustained by expedient 
appeals to James Connolly,the 
social and economic struggle of 
the working class is seen merely 
as serving to involve the masses 
in the anti-imperialist struggle. 
The struggle against Irish capi- 
talism is not seen as the strategic 
question for the working class: 

It means that we must first iden- 
tify the major contradiction in 
Ireland today which is the con- 
tinued British occupation of the 
six counties and the resulting 
denial of our right to self deter- 
mination and sovereignty, the 
resolution of the National 
Question, Partition and all the 
evils and divisions that spring 
from it entail a struggle against 
imperialism, it entails mobiliz- 
ing the mass of the Irish people 
in the struggle for National Lib- 
eration. But it doesn’t mean 
confining ourselves solely to the 
national question ...there are 
many strands to the anti-imperi- 
alist struggle, it means involve- 


ment in campaigns against un- 
employment, emigration, re- 
pression etc., involvement in 
Trade Unions, Action Groups - 
everything! in turn relating all 
these issues to the class 
struggle, to capitalism, to the 
National Question and imperi- 
alism, of how they’ re tied inex- 
tricably to these; poverty, social 
misery, welfare cuts, foreign 
debt, neutrality - everything! 
(IRSP supplement, p2) 


None of these issues are ex- 
plained in terms of the class 
struggle against capitalism. 
They are listed asso many plati- 
tudes, gestures in the direction 
of the working class and social- 
ism, worthy of Gerry Adams. 
They are aimed at bridging the 
gap that has grown up between 
republicanism and many sec- 
tions of the working class, par- 
ticularly the southern working 
class. 


BROAD 
FRONT 
The proof that the Costello’s 
IRSP never took the strategic 
viewpoint of the proletarian 
revolution is revealed in the 
Stages-programme of the 
IRSP’s Broad Front: 
This [the Broad Front] advo- 
cates the maximum degree of 
anti-imperialist unity. We rec- 
ognize the absolute necessity of 
securing a constitutional solu- 
tion to the present crisis which 
will allow the Irish working 
class the freedom to pursue 
their interests as a class in the 
context of the development of 
normal class politics. In our 
view the first step in securing a 
constitutional solution which 
meets this requirement must be 
for Britain to concede the right 
of the Irish people to exercise 
total sovereignty over their own 
affairs.”(S.Costello, Outline of 
IRSP Programme quoted in 
supplement to Starry Plough, 
Dec ’87) 


The writers of the supple- 
ment article from which this 
quotation is taken are embar- 
rassed by the obvious stageism 
in Costello’s statement and they 
attempt to reformulate it to 
avoid the charge: 

When outlined earlier on, the 
Broad Front 
Constitutional Conference etc., 
we don’t see this as a so-called 
“stages process” - in which for 
example, once we have gotrid of 
the Brits, we will go through a 
period of capitalist rule, democ- 
ratisation, etc etc. - if we see the 
working class as the only class 
capable of resolving the Na- 
tional Question, if we see the 
working class as playing the 
leading role in a Broad Front 
through the medium of a revo- 
lutionary party, and if we see the 
broad front meaning the mass 
of the Irish people -then the 
scenario arises of the question 
of “Power” being on the order 
of the day - forthe working class 
to seize power. ...The whole 
question of a constitutional 
conference will be to decide the 
question of power anyhow... 
(IRSP supplement, p.3) 


Despite rejecting the “stages 
process”, they restate Costello’s 
Broad Front platform without 
batting an eyelid over the plain 
fact that all seven of its demands 
are purely national-democratic 
in substance. 


In the original statement, 
quoted approvingly by the pres- 
ent IRSP leaders, the 
constitutional conference which 
they see as their capstone de- 
mand, is explained thus:”7hat 
the Front demands the conven- 
ing of an_ All-Ireland 
constitutional conference repre- 
sentative of ail shades of political 
opinion in Ireland for the pur- 








jor 4a: 


pose of discussing a democratic 
and secular constitution which 
will become effective immedi- 


ately following a total British | 
military and political withdrawal | 
from Ireland.” This is clearly a | 


statement about achieving a 32- 
county bourgeois republic, with 
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no mention of which class will | 


rule in Ireland, other than the 
bourgeoisie. 





HAVING IT 


BOTH WAYS 





The IRSP’s Broad Front ef- 
fectively invites the bourgeois 
parties of Ireland to reorganize 


a 32-county state in their own | 


interests. How can a merely 
democratic programme for self 
determination put working 
class power on the immediate 
agenda? This is an attempt to 
have it both ways. 


A serious attempt to bring 
the working class into the lead- 
ership of the national struggle 
requires openly fighting at all 


times for the action programme | 


of the working class against 
capitalist rule. Concretely, in a 


campaign against repression, | 


this means organising working 


class action including strike | 


action and mass workers 
struggles as the key. Similarly, 
on all fronts of exploitation and 
oppression. Once taken up, this 


would raise openly in struggle | 


the issue of which class is to rule. 


Such a perspective would 
immediately frighten off not 


only the Irish bourgeoisie but 


also, as we know so well, the 
Sinn Féin leadership. Both the 
H-Block struggle and the pres- 
ent anti-extradition campaign 
reveal the deep hostility of the 
republican leadership to any 
central role for working class 
methods and struggle. 


And the IRSP? During the | 


H-Block struggle they remained 
completely hostile to such a per- 
spective and they backed un- 
critically the illusion of building 


a pan-nationalist bloc with Sinn | 


Féin, Fianna Fail, the SDLP and 
the Catholic Church. That is the 
real logic of the Broad Front - 
stageism and a complete subor- 


dination of working class his- | 


toric interests to the limits of 
petit-bourgeois nationalism. 


We find no evidence of a seri- 
ous attempt to address the 
bankruptcy of the Broad Front 


demonstrated by the H Block | 


campaign. We see no evidence 


of a correction of this perspec- | 


tive in the present extradition 

campaign. Is it not simply a case 

of old wine in new bottles? 
platitudes about 


N ‘Marist -Lenin-ism’ 


nor sundry quotations from 
James Connolly can substitute 


either rhetorical 





for the kind of honest self-criti- | 


cism that is absolutely essential 


to making aclean break withthe | 


disastrous record of the last 
fourteen years. The IRSP have 
not broken out of the limits of 
“republican socialism” and left 
nationalism. Any attempt to 
launch a paper and and party on 
its present basis will once again 
endindisaster. © 
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At the end of February the re- 
gime in South Africa launched 
a new wave of repression 
against anti-apartheid organi- 
zations. Alongside increased 
media censorship, Botha intro- 
duced a series of measures pro- 
hibiting 17 organizations ‘from 
carrying on, or performing, any 
activities or acts whatsoever’. 
Although these organizations 
can exist, they are banned from 
doing anything - campaigning, 
| publishing, holding meetings 
he. 


The order covers the biggest 
anti-apartheid organization - 
the United Democratic Front 
(UDF), the Azanian Peoples 
Organization, and 15 others in- 
cluding community associa- 
tions and campaigns such asthe 
Release Mandela Committee. 


The purpose of February’s 
crackdown is to complete the 
job of suppression started with 
the imposition of the State of 
Emergency in June 19386. Itisa 
deliberate and far-ranging at- 
tack on the remaining ‘legal 
opposition’ to the apartheid 
regime. 


The bans are also aimed at 
strengthening the organiza- 
tions willing to collaborate with 
apartheid such as Buthelezi’s 
Inkatha movement which was, 
of course, left untouched by 
these measures. This at a time 
when Inkatha’s thugs are car- 
rying out murderous warfare 
against the UDF and COSATU 
unions in Natal, aided and abet- 
ted by the South African secu- 
rity forces. 


RELEASE MAYEKISO 


A special clause in the order 
deals with COSATU, the larg- 
est trade union organization in 
South Africa. It is banned from 
any activity which the govern- 
ment deems ‘political’. It is 
banned from commemorating 
the anniversary of any ‘inci- 
dent, riot or unrest’ in South 
Africa. COSATU is specifically 
prevented from campaigning 
for the release of its imprisoned 
members, such as Moses 
Mayekiso, leader of the Metal 
Workers Union who faces the 
death sentence if convicted of 
‘treason’, 


Now that it is illegal to cam- 
paign for the release of impris- 
oned trade unionists and anti- 
apartheid activists inside South 
Africa, it is even more vital to 
get the Irish trade union move- 
ment to begin a vigorous cam- 
paign for their release. 


The June 1986 State of Emer- 
gency - unevenly and only after 
bitter resistance - brought to an 
end the revolutionary situation 
that had been maturing.in 


All welcome. Open discussion. 
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Crackdown in 
South Africa 


South Africa. While vicious re- 
pression has contained the 
struggles of youth, school stu- 
dents and township organiza- 
tions, the State of Emergency 
has failed to inflict a decisive 
defeat on the working class. 


The trade union movement 
has steadily overcome some of 
the effects of the state of emer- 
gency (which included the de- 
tention of key leaders and thou- 
sands of others). COSATU - 
formed in December 1985 - has 
grown to over 750,000 mem- 
bers. Powerful industrial un- 
ions (i.e. one union for one in- 
dustry) have been established. 
These have been vital gains for 
the working class. The number 
of strikes increased in both 
1986 and 1987. Strike victories 
were won in the O.K. super- 
market chain and _on the rail- 
ways and a massive strike was 
held to protest at the whites- 
only general election in May 
1987. Rank and file organiza- 
tion is strong, despite the aboli- 
tion of the shaft steward system 
that existed in the NUM. 


Last year also saw an impor- 
tant strike in the mining indus- 
try over wages. It presented the 
best opportunity to rekindle the 
flames of struggle, but the 
NUM leadership, with no an- 
swer to the use of state forces 
and no solidarity action by 
COSATYU, retreated in defeat. 
Militants in South Africa need 
to oppose the trend to accom- 
modate, which is gaining 
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ground within the unions, by 
fighting to deliver on 
COSATU’s commitments to 
solidarity action in support of 
workers in struggle.The March 
22nd successful “stayaway”’ to 
mark the anniversary of the 
1960 Sharpeville massacre is 
yet another illustration that the 
black workers have not suf- 
fered a decisive defeat and are 
prepared to struggle. 


WHAT STRATEGY FOR 
THE REVOLUTION ? 


The revolutionary offensive 
of 1985-6 has contained, for the 
moment, the working class 
growth in strength and organi- 
sation. Nevertheless. the 
struggle against African capi- 
talism remains the real basis for 
smashing apartheid. However, 
this is not the view of the main 
liberation movement, the! Afri- 
can National Congress 
(A.N.C.). 


The ANC advocates a popu- 
lar front alliance between 
workers and ‘other classes’ 
including the ‘progressive 
bourgeoisie’. Its courting of 
‘liberal’ capitalists such as the 
Anglo American Corporation- 
who like the other employers 
have profited nicely from 
apartheid - is to reassure them 
that there is a place for them 
after the apartheid system has 
been dismantled. 


Joe Slovo (a leading figure in 
the ANC and S.A. Communist 
k Speirs 
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Party) stated that all that was 
needed for negotiations to be- 
gin between Botha and the 
ANC was the acceptance by 
Botha of the ‘principle’ of ma- 
jority rule in a unitary demo- 
cratic state. If accepted then: 
“there is much that can be 
tossed around, including 
constitutional mechanisms for 
safeguarding the rights of the 
individual, the relationship be- 
tween private and social prop- 
erty”. And while Slovo retains 
the achievement of socialism as 
an ‘ultimate’ goal he believes 
“that there will be a mixed 
economy in the post liberation 
period, in which in particular the 
black middle class and small 
black bourgeoisie will come into 
their own”. (Both quotes from 
Marxism Today, December 
1986) 


The ANC’s “peoples war’”’ is 
aimed at making South Africa 
ungovernable to try and force 
negotiations with the Botha re- 
gime. They fear the independ- 
ent mobilization and organiza- 
tion of the working class 
around its own demands, be- 
cause this undermines the pos- 
sibility of an alliance with ‘pro- 
gressive forces’ within the 


The latest attempts to break 
the resistance movement in 
South Africa makes it even 
more urgent to demand that 
the international trade un- 
ion and labour movement 
takes up the campaign to 
impose its own sanctions 
(“workers’ sanctions’’) 
against the apartheid re- 
gime., 


At present solidarity work 
with the South African masses 
is monopolized by the Irish 
Anti-Apartheid Movement 
([AAM) . The main focus of its 
work is on pressurizing the 
government to impose eco- 
nomic sanctions, alongside 
appeals to “consumers” and 
high profile campaigns against 
sporting and entertainments 
contacts. The other component 
of the IAAM’s programme is to 
plead with multinationals to 
“disengage” or to disinvest 
from South Africa. 


In trying to persuade Irish 
governments to impose sanc- 
tions the [AAM goes all-out to 
appease FF and FG. Even if the 
government were to impose 
sanctions (and they continue to 
hide behind EEC refusal to do 
anything) there is the problem 
that the capitalists are deter- 
mined to break any sanctions. 
This is well illustrated by the 
failure of the UN oil boycott 
against Rhodesia in the 60s and 
70s. 


The trade union leadership 
are by and large content toecho 
the I[AAM?’s policy and to be 


bourgeoisie. In practice there- 
fore the ANC’s strategy subor- 
dinates workers interests, and 
spells disaster for the working 
class in the long run. 


CONSTITUENT 
ASSEMBLY 


It is imperative for the revo- 
lutionary workers to fight for 
the most thoroughgoing de- 
mocracy and to pose this clearly 
in the demand for a revolution- 
ary constituent assembly 
elected by universal franchise. 
They must resist the plans of 
the unelected ANC to establish 
a provisional government in al- 
liance with sections of the 
middle class.Too often - in 
Nicaragua, Zimbabwe - petit- 
bourgeois nationalists and Sta- 
linists have kept power withina 
tiny ruling council; too often 
have the new rulers sold democ- 
racy short by agreeing instead 
to a national convention which 
bargains with and provides 
safeguards for the old exploit- 
ers. 


Despite talk by the ANC of 
the leading role of the working 
class they failed to explain to 
the masses the centrality of 


Workers Sanctions 


content with token, verbal op- 
position to apartheid. In the 
words of ICTU bureaucrat 
Donal Nevin: “Boycotts are not 
part of the tradition of the West- 
ern trade union movement’. 
The ICTU’s do-nothing role in 
the Dunnes strike showed that 
rank and file action and com- 
mittees to organize and co-ordi- 
nate solidarity action are the 
only way forward. The failure 
of IDATU and ICTU to spread 
the action allowed it to be de- 
fused by spurious token sanc- 
tions against fruit importers. 


The IAAM strategy is an ob- 
stacle to developing the kind of 
action that is needed and that is 
effective:- direct action and 
boycotts by workers of all deal- 
ings with South Africa. We 
need: 


*Trade union action at the 
ports to block all imports from 
and exports to South Africa. - 
such as coal and computers. 


*Workers in banks and in- 
surance must black all finan- 
cial, commercial or insurance 
dealings with S.Africa or in 
connection with S.African 
trade. 


*Cut off all telephone, telex, 
mail and travel links. Civil ser- 
vants and university teachers 
etc. must break off all dealings 
with S.African institutions. Ex- 
ceptions should be allowed only 
under workers’ control where 
the struggle against apartheid 
requires them. 


*Force the bosses to open the 
books on their dealings with the 


Struggle 





strikes, occupations and the 
seizing of factories in the 
struggle against apartheid. 
Crucial in the fight against 
Botha’s repression was, and re- 
mains, the mobilization of the 
trade unions in a general strike 
which could paralyse the econ- 
omy, and by unifying the fac- 
tory committees with the town- 
ship committees lay the basis 
for real soviet-type bodies in a 
massive united front against 
the state. Only the smashing of 
the apartheid state by the 
armed militias of such a united 
front can ensure that the con- 
stituent assembly will be genu- 
inely accountable to the toiling 
masses, 


*Release Nelson Mandela, 
Moses Mayekiso and all politi- 
cal prisoners! 


‘Down with the State of 
Emergency! 

‘Smash the apartheid re- 
gime! 


*For a mass workers party 
founded on a revolutionary so- 
cialist action programme! 





apartheid economy. In fighting 
for a complete boycott on deal- 
ings with South Africa, work- 
ers need to provide their own 
answer to the problem of South 
African companies operating 
in Ireland e.g. DeBeers dia- 
mond company and Boart 
Hardmetals which employ 
almost 1,000 workers in Shan- 
non. The only long-term an- 
swer is to mobilize the labour 
movement to demand the ex- 
propriation of the South Afri- 
can plants.under workers con- 
trol. 


Crucially, we must develop 
direct links with the South Afri- 
can trade unions particularly 
those involved in struggle. At 
present, there are 900 workers 
sacked by BT R-Sarmcol, a sub- 
sidiary of the British Tyre and 
Rubber Company (BTR) in a 
union recognition strike. 


Fight for sympathy strike ac- 
tion, especially in firms with 
subsidiaries and interests in 
S.Africa. Send material aid to 
the trade unions and demand 
such aid from the national un- 
ion leaderships. Workplace, 
branch and conference solidar- 
ity messages should be won and 
sent immediately to: 


COSATU, 2 Goodhope St., 
Belville South, Cape 7530, 
S.Africa. Telex: 625374 


It is long overdue for Irish 
workers to play their part 
alongside their South African 
brothers and sisters in their 
struggle for liberation from 
apartheid and capitalism. 


